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Abstract 
Ideally, collaborative work involves combining multiple stakeholders’ resources and 
efforts to achieve common goals. Attention to power dynamics within a collaborative setting and 
efforts to foster power sharing among members has been identified as a “key ingredient” for 
relational capacity building in collaborative coalitions (Foster-Fishman, Berkowitz, Lounsbury, 
Jacobson, & Allen, 2001). Despite the general attention that power has received in the 
collaboration literature, the current understanding of the relative contributions of individual- and 
setting-level characteristics and their association with members’ perceived influence within 
collaborative settings is limited. Along these lines, our understanding of how perceived power 
and its distribution within collaborative settings, in turn, is related to perceived community 
change has not been explored. The present study examined data collected from Family Violence 
Councils (FVC) to examine ways in which member- and council-level characteristics of these 
collaborative efforts are associated with members’ perceived ability to influence the direction of 
the council (i.e., power within the setting) and, in turn, ways that members’ perceptions of their 
individual power within the council is related to their perceptions of the ability of the council to 
affect community change. The current study found that member and setting characteristics were 
related to members’ perceived power within the council and that perceived power and setting 
characteristics were related to perceptions of the councils’ achievement of community change. 
Additionally, individuals’ perceptions of their influence within the council and characterization 
of the council as engaging in conflict resolution were positively associated with their perception 
that the council had achieved community change. At the council level, higher variation in 
perceived power within the council and perceived conflict resolution was positively associated 
with perceptions of community change.  
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Chapter 1: Introduction 
Collaborative partnerships are an increasingly popular tool to affect large-scale change 
regarding issues such as intimate partner violence (Allen, 2005), substance use (Fawcett, et al., 
1997), gang violence (Folayemi, 2001), and services for individuals with developmental 
disabilities (McCann & Gray, 1986). Such partnerships have the potential to provide 
stakeholders with a setting in which they work to promote change, through shared responsibility 
and resources, that exceeds the effort that would be possible of any single organization or group 
(Butterfoss et al., 1993). Councils, one type of collaborative partnership, bring together 
community stakeholders (e.g., service providers, community officials, other affected community 
members) with the aim of improving community responses to a given issue. Not surprisingly, 
councils often gather stakeholders with disparate viewpoints and priorities. Thus, questions of 
influence over resources and agenda setting within the council context and how such power 
dynamics are managed is of critical importance.  
In the current study, individual power refers to council members’ perceived ability to 
influence council outcomes and directions through agenda setting and decision-making, an 
important instrument of social power (Neal & Neal, 2010). Given that coordinating council 
members combine their resources and efforts to achieve common goals, attention to members’ 
influence and control of resources within the setting is crucial, particularly given that members 
typically have vastly different power bases (e.g., judges and domestic violence advocates). 
Conventional wisdom suggests that no single person or entity should have the ability to exert 
exclusive control over the direction and decisions of the council; this would resemble a unilateral 
effort and would likely perpetuate the dominant narrative and status quo. Yet, the process of 
addressing inequalities in the distribution of power and access to resources is one that few 
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collaborative efforts have successfully navigated (Chavis, 2001). Indeed, attention to power 
dynamics within a partnership and efforts to foster power sharing among members has been 
identified as a “key ingredient” for relational capacity building (i.e., the ability to facilitate 
collaboration and affect lasting community change; Foster-Fishman, et al., 2001; Goodman, et 
al., 1998), but how power is optimally shared across settings remains unclear. For example, 
equal power among all stakeholders can lead to a stalemate, hindering the ability of collaborative 
partnerships to move forward (McCann & Gray, 1986), yet an imbalance of power among 
coalition members can also undermine change efforts particularly when the voices of less 
powerful stakeholders are suppressed (Culley & Hughey, 2008). 
Attention to issues of power are salient in the community response to family violence 
given the wide-ranging power bases of key stakeholders involved in Family Violence Councils 
(FVC). For example, historically, shelter-based advocates and criminal justice responders 
experienced conflict as advocates pursued an agenda to prioritize survivor safety and batterer 
accountability at a time when domestic violence was not understood as a crime. Further, FVC 
members represent a variety of community sectors (e.g., domestic violence, criminal justice, 
social services) that are purposefully brought together to improve the community responses to 
family violence. Naturally, stakeholders have different experiences, expertise, and power, with 
regard to their relative sectors and in relation to other stakeholders. It is the confluence of these 
perspectives and influences that offer a unique opportunity for collaboration that can affect 
community change. However, if a deliberate space is not created for voices from those with less 
power to be heard, important contributions may be absent from the council’s change efforts 
(Allen, et al., 2009). 
It is reasonable to expect that council members’ experiences of influence or their 
	   3	  
perceived power within the council context are shaped by their individual characteristics and 
features of the setting as well. Thus, the current study takes a multilevel approach to examine 
ways in which individual- and council-level characteristics are related to members’ perceived 
influence within the council, and, in turn, the extent to which members’ perceived power within 
the setting is related to their perceptions of the councils’ achievement of desired community 
change. Member characteristics, specifically gender, race/ethnicity, and organizational 
membership (i.e., sector) are explored. Additionally, the extent to which members are actively 
participating is examined, as are members’ perceptions of conflict and conflict resolution (all 
three of these variables were measured at the individual-level and aggregated to produce a 
council-level perception); perceptions of conflict and conflict resolution are particularly 
important given the close relationship between the presence and processing of conflict and power 
sharing (e.g., Gricar & Brown 1981; Prilleltensky, 2001; Culley & Hughey, 2008). The 
examination of member characteristics and setting variables is important in understanding the 
ways in which these variables operate together. That is, members enter the setting with differing 
power bases, which is related to the extent to which they perceive that they have influence in the 
setting. However, these power bases do not operate independently of the collaborative seting; 
characteristics of the setting are also related to the redistributed of influence within the setting.  
Power and Individual Characteristics 
Although balancing members’ relative ability to influence the council has been identified 
as an important goal of capacity building, participants do not enter collaborative settings with 
equal legitimacy and power (McCann & Gray, 1986). Sources of members’ influence include 
demographic characteristics (e.g., gender, race), access to money and resources, and 
organizational membership. Naturally, members’ status outside of the coordinating council can 
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affect their status within the council setting. Members with more resources (either personal or 
organizational) and/or higher status (e.g., occupation, expertise) outside of the council may be 
perceived within the council as having more legitimate power, and thus better positioned to exert 
influence within the setting (McCann & Gray, 1986). These members may enter the setting with 
more control of resources or expertise that the council will need to utilize as part of their efforts 
to affect change in the community. For example, in FVCs, chief judges serve as heads of the 
council and also hold a position of authority in the community, making them powerful players 
both within and outside of the council. Additionally, domestic violence advocates possess 
expertise around family violence issues, as well as perspectives from survivors, that members 
from more inherently powerful sectors, such as criminal justice, may lack. Although 
collaborative efforts have been regarded as settings in which members share resources and equal 
power, it has been argued that this view fails to recognize complex power dynamics present 
within collaborative settings (e.g., Hardy & Phillips, 1998). Indeed, power bases may be 
somewhat immutable (e.g., gendered power dynamics will follow women), and a mutual 
recognition of interdependence may be crucial to the success of collaborative relationships; equal 
power among members may not be a realistic or desirable expectation (McCann & Gray, 1986).  
Participation. Participation in collaborative settings is an important and oft-studied 
construct in the collaboration literature (e.g., Kegler, Steckler, McLeroy, & Malek, 1998; Zakocs 
& Edwards, 2006; Christens & Speer, 2011). For instance, an increase in participation has been 
associated with members’ perception that there will be opportunities to exert influence in 
collaborative settings (Wells, Ward, Feinberg, & Alexander, 2008). Indeed, one has to be present 
in the setting in order to exert influence. However, there is evidence to suggest that participation 
alone may not result in increasing less powerful members ability to influence the setting (e.g., 
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Mulder, 1971; Culley & Hughey, 2008). Thus, simply participating in the setting may not 
“equalize” perceived power among members. Given that participation has been identified as 
crucial to collaborative efforts (e.g., Butterfoss et al., 1993) and that members’ level of 
participation in coordinating councils has been associated with their perceived influence, the 
current study included members’ level of participation in order to understand the relationship 
between member participation and their perceptions of their influence in the council and the 
council’s achievement of community change. Given that participation has been linked to 
perceived influence and has been found to not necessarily balance power dynamics, the current 
study included participation in order to examine the extent to which other member- and council-
level characteristics are associated with members’ perceptions of their ability to influence the 
council setting and council achievement of community change above and beyond participation in 
the council. 
Council Characteristics 
Conflict. Attention to the role of conflict (i.e., defined in the current study specifically as 
disagreements related to the setting of council agenda and council direction) and conflict 
resolution is likely crucial for understanding power in collaborative settings. The necessity of 
facilitating broadly experienced member influence within collaborative efforts highlights the 
challenge of how to transform “power over” to “power with” (Goodman, et al., 1998). As a 
result, conflict, an inevitable presence in collaborative settings, and conflict resolution may play 
necessary roles in understanding how members gain and negotiate power. Despite the 
importance of understanding the role of conflict, particularly as it relates to power, conflict has 
been understudied in community psychology (Speer, 2008) and in research on collaborative 
settings. Although conflict is often viewed as negative, conflict may lead to more creative 
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solutions (e.g., Smith & Berg, 1987) and has the potential to increase the bond (i.e., trust and 
respect) between members of the collaborative setting (Jehn & Mannix, 2001). Additionally, 
conflict may also be necessary for gaining power, by highlighting and challenging the current 
power structure in a given setting (Speer, 2008). The absence of conflict, then, is not necessarily 
an indication that members are engaging in effective collaborative efforts. Rather, it could mean 
that controversial or potentially divisive topics are purposefully avoided by the council or that 
voices of dissent are being suppressed (Gricar & Brown, 1981; Allen et al., 2009), making it 
difficult for those with less power in the setting to engage in efforts that could facilitate more 
power sharing among members. With regard to FVCs, for instance, domestic violence advocates 
have traditionally engaged in efforts to promote fundamental changes to increase survivors’ 
access to resources and make systems more responsive to their needs. Thus, the current study 
examined how members’ perceptions of the presence of conflict (i.e., disagreements related to 
council agenda and direction) and perceptions of the council’s employment of conflict resolution 
strategies, at both the individual-level and aggregated to the council-level, relates to their 
perceived ability to influence council efforts (i.e., individual power).  
Outcomes. Organizations must possess social power in order to affect change in their 
community (Speer & Hughey, 1995); thus, the role of power also matters as it relates to council 
effectiveness. Social power within council settings is often comprised of the collective influence 
of their membership. Not surprisingly, setting-level council characteristics have been linked to 
council effectiveness (e.g., Allen, 2005; Zakocs & Edwards, 2006). For example, Allen (2005) 
found that coordinating councils characterized by an inclusive climate (i.e., effective leadership, 
shared power and decision making, shared council mission) and diverse membership were more 
likely to be perceived as effective. Shared power may be particularly important when councils 
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are attempting to facilitate changes within the criminal justice system (where power bases are 
quite disparate; Allen, 2006). It is reasonable to expect that perceived power – at the individual-
level (i.e., the extent to which members’ feel that they have influence in the council setting) and, 
collectively, at the setting-level (i.e., the extent that councils are characterized as spaces in which 
members’ as a whole perceive that they have influence in agenda setting and council direction) – 
would be related to the degree to which councils are perceived by members as having achieved 
desired community outcomes. The current study explores the extent to which such perceived 
power at the member- and council-levels, in the presence of other council characteristics is 
related to members’ perceived council achievement of community change in the response to 
intimate partner violence (e.g., increased survivor safety). One would expect – given assertions 
regarding the inherent value of encouraging multiple voices and sources of influence – that the 
degree to which members collectively report perceptions that they have influence in the council 
would be related to the perceptions of councils’ capacity to produce meaningful changes in the 
community.  
The Present Study 
Despite the general attention that power has received in the literature, the current 
understanding of the relative contributions of individual- and council-level characteristics as they 
are associated with members’ perceived influence within collaborative settings is limited. 
Additionally, further exploration is needed in order to facilitate an understanding of how such 
perceived influence is related to members’ perceptions of the council’s ability to facilitate 
change in their community. In order to understand how power sharing can be facilitated, and the 
extent to which perceived power is associated with perceptions of councils’ achievement of 
community change, it is important that council members’ perceptions of their influence in the 
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setting and the outcomes of collaborative work are understood within a multilevel framework. 
Thus, the current study addresses two research questions: a) to what extent are individual- and 
setting-level characteristics related to FVC members’ perceived influence in their council setting; 
and b) to what extent is perceived power, in the presence of other setting characteristics, related 
to council members’ perceptions that the council has facilitated desired community change. 
To address these questions, the present study employed hierarchical linear modeling with 
data collected from members of family violence councils (FVC) to highlight ways in which 
individual (i.e., gender, role, race/ethnicity, participation) and council-level (i.e., perceived 
conflict, perceived conflict resolution) characteristics of these collaborative efforts are related to 
members’ perceived power within the setting and the extent to which members’ perceptions of 
their influence in the council setting is related to their perception of the extent to which the 
council has been effective in achieving collaborative outcomes. Specifically, the current study 
hypothesized that member- (i.e., gender, race/ethnicity, organizational membership) and council-
level (i.e., perceptions of conflict and conflict resolution) characteristics will be associated with 
members’ perceived influence in the council setting (i.e., individual power). Finally, 
participation was included in order to examine the extent to which other member- and council-
level characteristics are associated with perceived power above and beyond participation in the 
council. 
The current study also hypothesized that council members’ perceived influence would be 
positively associated with members’ collective perceptions of council capacity to facilitate 
community change, including, for example, increasing survivors’ safety and batterer 
accountability. The current study explores the relationship between perceived power and 
perceived community change in two ways. First, perceived community changes are examined in 
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light of the average level of perceived influence in the setting across members (i.e., a higher 
mean would indicate greater perceived influences across members). Second, councils’ perceived 
achievement of community change was examined in light of the general distribution of perceived 
power across members (i.e., higher setting level variance across members would indicate more 
disparity in perceived power). Additionally, the current study hypothesized that other setting 
characteristics, specifically, members’ perceived conflict and conflict resolution, would be 
positively associated with perceived achievement of community change. Again, participation 
was included in order to examine the extent to which other member- and council-level 
characteristics are associated with members’ perceptions of council achievement of community 
change above and beyond participation in the council. 
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Chapter 2: Methods 
Sample 
FVC committee members include individuals who have volunteered and/or have been 
appointed by their organizations to participate in FVC meetings, initiatives and activities. The 
use of the term “member” connotes that a particular individual and/or stakeholder group has been 
identified as relevant to the coordinated response to family violence (including IPV, child abuse 
and elder abuse) and has been invited to be a part of the FVC. FVC members represent a wide 
variety of organizations and groups that may play a role in the coordinated response to family 
violence, including, for example law enforcement, victim advocates, law enforcement, 
prosecutors, public defenders, judges, probation officers, faith-based leaders, local officials, local 
business, and/or concerned citizens.  
Council members from 21 Family Violence Councils informed committee member 
survey data. FVC varied in size from 13 to 353 members and councils were, on average, 11 years 
old at the time of data collection. All council members were surveyed via mail, and survey data 
were collected from 654 members. Response rates for councils ranged from 21.67% to 90.91% 
with an overall average response rate of 46.20%. It is important to note that the overall response 
rate estimate across councils is likely deflated because membership lists included individuals 
whose involvement with FVC was only peripheral. Indeed, 18% of individuals who received a 
survey mailed it back uncompleted, and actively indicated that they did not have enough 
involvement with councils to complete the survey. Nonetheless, this study included all 
completed survey data in an effort to retain a broad range of perceptions and overall levels of 
participation. FVC coordinators assisted with survey distribution and follow-up, but did not 
ultimately know who chose to participate to protect confidentiality.  
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The sample of council members consisted of stakeholders representing a variety of 
community sectors, including law enforcement (17.9%), domestic violence service providers and 
advocates (16.1%), the justice and court system (15.3%), education (9.1%), health services 
(6.7%), child welfare agencies (4.9%), human services (4.0%), local government (4.1%), batterer 
intervention programs (3.3%), and other organizations (18.5%), such as religious organizations, 
neighborhood and civic groups, businesses, cooperative extensions, and cultural/ethnic groups.  
Councils, on average, were represented by members from 10 stakeholder groups (ranging 
from 5 to 15). All 21 councils had representation from at least two stakeholder groups involved 
in the formal response to family and interpersonal violence, including domestic violence service 
providers (95.23%), batterer’s intervention programs (66.67%), law enforcement (95.23%), or 
justice and court system (80.95%), while fewer had representation from faith-based settings 
(42.86%), neighborhood and community organizations (9.52%), or cultural or ethnic 
organizations (14.29%). On average, council members reported attending 4.86 council 
committee meetings in the last 12 months (SD = 6.01; ranging from 0 to 50), and the majority 
(72.7%) of members indicated that their participation in the council was voluntary but part of 
their job for an agency, while fewer indicated that they were mandated (8.5%) or that their 
participation was voluntary and not part of their job for an agency (18.5%).  
Procedures 
Council coordinators were contacted via telephone and asked to send the research team a 
copy of their membership lists. Once lists were sent, coordinators were asked to clarify the 
nature of their council membership by characterizing each individual on the basis of whether 
they were currently a member of any council committee (i.e., that they had attended a meeting in 
the last year). Those identified as members were treated as such and mailed a “member” survey. 
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For results pertaining to the committee member survey, the current study included data collected 
from all individuals who were identified by council coordinators as being a committee member 
of the FVC at the time membership lists were collected.  
Once membership lists were gathered and clarified, each individual member was sent a 
survey in the mail. Survey packets included the survey instrument, a letter explaining the purpose 
of the study, informed consent documents, and a postage-paid business reply envelope with 
which participants could return their survey at no charge to them. Extensive follow-up efforts 
were made to encourage participation, including: two sets of phone calls to council members for 
which telephone numbers were available (14 out of 21 FVC), a complete secondary mailing to 
all non-responding members, at least two emails to coordinators requesting reminders of their 
membership, and any other effort requested by individual coordinators for their particular FVC.  
Measures 
 Member Characteristics. Participants provided information about their race/ethnicity, 
gender, and their professional role in the community (e.g., domestic violence advocate, judge, 
social worker, clergy).  
 Conflict. Two items assessed the extent to which council members perceived that there is 
conflict within the council setting (r = .46, p < .01). Members rated each item on a six-point 
Likert-type scale (i.e., “The council has experienced conflict,” “There are differences in opinion 
among council members;” 1 = Not at all, 6 = To a great extent). 
 Conflict Resolution. Six items assessed the extent to which council members perceived 
that their council setting is characterized by the presence of conflict resolution strategies 
(Cronbach’s alpha = .68). Members rated each item on a six-point Likert-type scale (e.g., 
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“Disagreements among council members are often resolved by compromise;” 1 = Not at all, 6 = 
To a great extent). 
Participation. Members were asked to indicate their type and depth of involvement in 
FVC activities using a modified version of Florin’s (1996) Task Force Member Survey, which 
has been used to assess involvement in collaborative efforts. Member participation in the current 
study includes information indicating the extent to which members participated and were 
embedded in their council setting. Seven items assessed the nature and scope of members’ 
participation, including assessments of current and past membership, committee participation 
(e.g., “How often do/did you attend any FVC meetings (e.g., steering, subcommittees, full)?”; 
“How often do/did you ever talk at meetings?”), and extent of engagement in council activities 
(e.g., “How often do/did you ever do work for the council outside of meetings?”). Using a 4-
point Likert-type scale, items indexed the frequency of participation in council activities (1 = 
Never, 4 = Often), and were averaged to create a Participation scale (Cronbach’s alpha = .87). 
Power. Two items assessed the extent to which council members perceived that they 
have influence within their council (r = .72, p < .01). For each item, FVC members indicated on 
a six-point Likert-type scale (1 = Not at all, 6 = To a great extent) the extent to which they 
perceive that they can or have influenced council direction and decision-making (i.e., “My input 
influences the decisions the council makes,” “My stance for or against an issue can sway the 
council in that direction”). The standard deviation in perceived power for each council was 
calculated and included to further examine the role of power (i.e., council-level variation in 
power) as it relates to members’ perceptions of community outcomes. 
Council Impact: Community Change. A 5-item scale was used to assess the extent to 
which members’ perceived their FVC as affecting community change (Cronbach’s alpha = .91). 
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For each item, FVC members used a six-point Likert-type scale (1 = Not at all, 6 = To a great 
extent) to indicate the extent to which councils efforts have led to survivor safety (e.g., increased 
survivors access to needed resources), batterer accountability (e.g., increased accountability for 
intimate partner violence abusers), and public education (e.g., led to a better educated public 
regarding family violence).  
Data Analytic Approach 
 Hierarchical Linear Modeling was employed to investigate the relationship between the 
variables of interest and the outcomes of individual power and community change. Level-one 
and level- two variables were entered for each setting characteristic of interest in order to 
account for variance at the individual and council levels. All study variables reflect individual 
members’ perceptions, including those assessing characteristics of council climate. Members’ 
perceptions of variables assessing various aspects of council climate (e.g., conflict resolution), 
are likely tightly tied with their own experiences in the setting and observed variability reflects 
that experiences are not shared by members within and across settings. In order to model 
relationships at multiple levels and understand the relative influence of individual-level and 
setting-level variation, all means were group-mean centered. This is a common approach for 
disaggregating individual- and setting-level contributions to explained variance. Finally, while 
perceptual data have some inherent limitations – particularly as a proxy for actual council 
influence on community change – they also have important strengths. Primary among these, 
using a perceptual measure of effectiveness creates a common heuristic across councils for 
gauging perceived effectiveness based on councils’ shared goals of increasing survivor safety, 
batterer accountability and public education. This is important given the wide variation in 
councils’ specific, locally informed actions. 
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Chapter 3: Results 
Descriptive Statistics 
 Table1 presents descriptive information (i.e., frequency, mean, median, standard 
deviation, and range) about each variable of interest to the present study. Table 2, also presented 
for descriptive purposes, presents bivariate correlations between the variables of interest.1
 Demographics. The average council member was White (93.6%) and female (71.3%). 
Council members were placed into four sector groups based on the stakeholder group they 
reported belonging to: domestic violence2 (e.g, advocates), criminal justice (e.g., judges, law 
enforcement), human services (e.g., social workers), and “other” (e.g., psychologists, clergy, 
teachers). Council members were predominantly employed in roles outside of the domestic 
violence, criminal justice, and human services sector. The sample consisted of relatively few 
non-White individuals; in total, less than 10% of the sample identified as either African 
American / Black (4.1%), Hispanic/Latino (1%), Asian/Pacific Islander (1%), Native American 
(1%), or “Other”/Unspecified (<1%).  
Participation. Overall, members reported moderate levels of participation (M = 2.69, SD 
= .76; indexed by frequency of participation in council activities on a scale range from 1 = Never 
to 4 = Often). On average, members reported attending 4.48 council subcommittee meetings in 
the last 12 months (SD = 6.01; range = 0 to 50 meetings). The majority of participating council 
members indicated that their membership in the council was not mandatory but was part of their 
job role (72.7%). Fewer participants indicated that their participation was voluntary and unpaid 
(18.5%), mandated as part of their job role (8.5%), or that they were a direct employee of the 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
1 The values reported in these tables come from the raw data scores. Group mean centered variables were calculated 
for all level one variables and used in all models. 
2 Although included in this sector, domestic violence survivors’ membership in councils was somewhat rare (n = 
16). 
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council (<1%). At level one, participation was significantly positively correlated with conflict 
resolution, individual power, and community change (r’s = .13, .31, and .17, respectively; p’s < 
.01) and significantly negatively correlated with race/ethnicity3 (r = -.08, p < .05). At level two, 
participation was significantly positively correlated with council variation in power and conflict 
(r’s = .10, .24, respectively; p’s < .01). 
 Conflict. Members reported that their councils are characterized by relatively little 
conflict, with the average response falling lower than the midpoint of the scale (M = 2.39, SD = 
.89; 1 = Not at all, 6 = To a great extent), indicating that, on average, councils were perceived to 
experience conflict between “a little bit” and “somewhat.” Council members' scaled scores on 
items assessing the presence of conflict in their council setting indicated that fewer than 6% of 
participants indicated that their council experiences conflict “quite a bit” or “very much” and that 
none of the participant’s perceived that their council experiences conflict “to a great extent.” At 
level one, conflict was significantly positively correlated with gender and race/ethnicity (r’s = 
.08, .07, respectively; p’s < .05) and significantly negatively correlated with both conflict 
resolution (r = -.20, p < .01) and community change (r = -.10, p < .05). At level two, conflict was 
significantly positively correlated with power (r = .07, p < .05), participation (r = .24, p < .01), 
and council variability in power (r = .38, p < .01) and significantly negatively correlated with 
conflict resolution (r = -.67, p < .01) 
Conflict Resolution. Members’ overall perceptions of the quality of conflict resolution in 
their councils were relatively high (M = 4.31, SD = .73; 1 = Not at all, 6 = To a great extent). The 
majority of participants (73.3%) reported that their council engaged in efforts to proactively 
resolve conflict more than “quite a bit” or more. Fewer than 3% of participants reported that their 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
3 Dichotomous variables were coded in the following way: Race/Ethnicity was coded as 0 = White, 1 = NonWhite, 
Gender was coded as 0 = Male, 1 = Female.  
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council engaged in conflict resolution strategies “not at all” or “a little bit.” At level one, 
perceived conflict resolution was significantly positively correlated with participation, 
perceptions of individual power, and perceived community change (r’s = .13, .30, .47, 
respectively; p’s < .01) and significantly negatively correlated with perceived conflict (r = -.20, p 
< .01). At level two, perceived conflict resolution was significantly negatively correlated with 
council variability in members’ perceptions of power and conflict (r’s = -.33, and -.67, 
respectively; p’s < .01).  
Power. On average, member endorsements of their perceived influence within the 
council were moderate and roughly corresponded with the midpoint of the scale (M = 2.90, SD = 
1.12; 1 = Not at all, 6 = To a great extent). Specifically, about half (53.3%) of participants felt 
that they had at least “somewhat” of an influence over their council’s direction and decision-
making. Fewer than 10% of participants felt that they influence the council setting “quite a bit” 
or “to a great extent.” At level one, perceived power was significantly positively correlated with 
conflict resolution, community change, and participation (r’s = .30,  .30, .31 respectively; p’s < 
.01) and significantly negatively correlated with race/ethnicity (r = -.09, p < .05). Members’ 
perceived power was not significantly correlated with any other variables at level one (r’s are 
between -.09 and .07, p’s > .05). At level two, perceived power was significantly positively 
correlated with conflict (r = .07, p < .05) and council variation in members’ perceptions of power 
(r = .22, p < .01) With regard to the additional power variable, council variation in members’ 
perceptions of power, there was a significant correlation with other level two variables. 
Specifically, council variation in members’s perceived power was significantly positively 
correlated with participation, perceived power, and perceived conflict (r’s = .10, .22, .38 
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respectively; p’s < .01) and significantly negatively correlated with perceived conflict resolution 
(r = -.33, p < .01).  
 Community Change. On average, member endorsements of community change were 
relatively generous, falling nearly one point above the midpoint of the scale (M = 3.96, SD = 
1.15; 1 = Not at all, 6 = To a great extent). About half of participants (53%) reported a 
perception that their council’s efforts resulted in community change “quite a bit” or more, while 
nearly 10% felt that community change had occurred “very much” and approximately 5% 
reported that it had occurred “to a great extent.” Less than 20% of participants reported less than 
“somewhat” of a perception that community change had occurred. At level one, perceived 
community change was significantly positively correlated with participation, power, and conflict 
resolution (r’s = .17, .30, .47 respectively; p’s < .01) and significantly negatively correlated with 
perceived conflict (r = -.10, p < .05). Perceived community change was not significantly 
correlated with any other variable (r’s range from .01 to .03, p’s > .05) at level one. At level II, 
perceived community change was positively correlated with council-level perceptions of conflict 
resolution (r = .13, p < .01) and significantly negatively correlated with council-level 
participation (r = -.13, p < .01). 
Modeling Power and Community Change  
Model results4 have been organized into two sections: a) individual perceived power as 
the dependent variable and b) perceived community change as the dependent variable. With 
regard to members’ perceived individual power, the intraclass correlation coefficient (ICC = 
.007, p = .27) suggests that between group variance is quite low and that explained variability is, 
by and large, captured at the individual level. However, with regard to perceived community 
change, the intraclass correlation coefficient (ICC =.081, p < .05) suggests that there is 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
4 All tables and figures report unstandardized regression weights. 
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variability between groups that can be explained by variables aggregated at the council level. 
The use of Hierarchical Linear Modeling allows us to observe relationships at both level one and 
level two while accounting for the nested nature of the data (i.e., dependency of level one data). 
Modeling Individual Power. Council members’ perceptions of their ability to influence 
the council setting were modeled in two ways: a) with only individual member characteristics 
(i.e. gender, race, and sector) and b) with individual and setting (i.e., perceived conflict and 
conflict resolution; at both levels one and two) characteristics, along with participation at the 
member- and council-level, modeling members’ perceptions of their influence within the council 
(see Table 4, Models 2 and 3). When members’ perceived influence in the council setting was 
modeled by only individual characteristics, it was observed that council members of color 
perceive significantly less influence in their council setting relative to White council members. 
Additionally, being employed in an “other” community sector (e.g., clergy, teachers, 
psychologists) was significantly negatively related to perceived influence in the setting when 
compared to the referent sector group, comprised of domestic violence service providers, 
advocates, and survivors. Gender had no significant effect on members’ perceived influence in 
the council setting in this model.  
 Council members’ perceptions of their ability to influence the council setting were also 
modeled with members’ individual characteristics (i.e., gender, race, and sector) and variables 
measuring members’ participation in the setting and their perceptions of the extent to which the 
council setting is characterized by conflict and conflict resolution. Findings indicated that, in the 
presence of setting characteristics, members’ race was no longer significant associated with their 
perceived influence, but that gender was significantly related to members’ perceptions of their 
power; women perceived significantly less influence in the council setting than men when the 
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variance associated with participation, conflict and conflict resolution are considered. Consistent 
with the previous model, being employed in an “other” community sector (e.g., clergy, teachers, 
psychologists) was significantly negatively associated with perceived influence in the setting 
when compared to the referent sector group, comprised of domestic violence service providers, 
advocates, and survivors. Participation and all group-mean centered perceived council 
characteristics at level one (i.e., perceived conflict and conflict resolution) were significantly 
positively associated with members’ perceived power in the council setting. Yet, participation, 
perceived conflict, and perceived conflict resolution, at the council-level, were not significantly 
associated with members’ perceived influence. This indicates that the extent to which members 
participated more, perceived greater conflict within their council and more effective conflict 
resolution relative to others within their council they were more likely to perceive that they have 
influence (i.e., individual power) in their council. However, the average level of participation 
within a given council, that is, the aggregate of individual members’ participation in the council, 
was not significantly associated with members’ perceptions of their individual power.  
 Of these two models, the model that includes individual- and setting-level characteristics 
was the best fitting model for the data and the most conceptually coherent. This model suggests 
that members’ experiences within the setting were not based on their individual characteristics 
alone, but rather operated in combination with their experience of characteristics of the council 
setting. Yet, average differences across settings, while expected, did not emerge. 
Modeling Community Change. Another aim of the current study was to understand the 
extent to which members’ perceptions of power within the council, conflict and conflict 
resolution were related to council members’ perceptions of their council’s achievement of 
community change (e.g., increased survivor safety). Specifically, council’s perceived 
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achievement of community change was modeled in two ways: a) with member perceived power 
group-mean centered at level I and averaged at level II; and b) with member- and council-level 
perceived power, council variation in members’ perceieved power, participation, perceived 
council conflict, and perceived council conflict resolution group-mean centered at level I and 
averaged at level II (see Table 5, models 2 and 3). It was hypothesized, that perceived power 
would be associated with higher member perceptions of councils’ achievement of community 
outcomes, was partially supported. When only power at the member- and council-level was 
included in the model, power at the member-level (but not the council-level) was significantly 
positively associated with perceived community change (see Table 5, model 2). That is, members 
who perceived more influence within a council rated the councils’ achievements more positively.  
In order to better understand the extent to which power, in the presence of council setting 
variables, may be associated with members’ perceptions of councils’ achievement of community 
change, perceived community change was modeled with power (at the member- and council-
level), council variation in perceived power (council-level only), and participation, perceived 
conflict (member- and council-level), and perceived conflict resolution (member- and council-
level). Again findings indicated that perceived power at the member-level, but not the council-
level was significantly associated with perceived community change. However, the extent to 
which members’ perceived power varies at the council-level was significantly associated with 
community change. Specifically, higher variation in members’ perceived influence within the 
council was positively associated with perceived community change. That is, council members, 
on average, rated councils more highly with regard to perceptions of the council’s achievement 
of community change when there was greater variability in perceived power among members. 
Interestingly, further exploration of this model revealed a suppression effect in the data whereby 
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variation in perceived power was significantly associated with higher endorsements of perceived 
community change, on average, only in the presence of perceived conflict resolution. 
Interestingly, perceived conflict resolution was significantly positively associated with perceived 
community change at both the individual- and setting-levels. However, perceived conflict was 
not significantly associated with perceived community change at either the individual- or setting-
level. Participation was significantly positively associated with perceived community change at 
the individual-level, but significantly negatively associated with perceived community change at 
the setting-level (consistent with the zero order correlation). Of these models, model 3, which 
examined councils’ perceived achieved community outcomes in light of perceived power and 
setting variables, is the best fitting for the data. 
  
 
	   23	  
Chapter 4: Discussion 
Collaborative partnerships vary with regard to the extent to which they promote 
individual members’ perceived influence (i.e., power) in the setting (e.g., Culley & Hughey, 
2008). Further, the power bases that members possess when they enter a setting were related to 
their perceived ability to influence the direction of their council. Specifically, females and 
members who were employed in a community sector that may be relatively peripherally 
connected to family violence issues (e.g., clergy, psychologists compared to domestic violence 
advocates) perceive less influence in the council setting. Finally, the more that members are 
embedded in the work of the council and experience the council setting as characterized by more 
conflict and the employment of conflict resolution strategies, suggesting that the setting may be 
more tolerant of diverse views, the more likely they are to feel that they have influence in the 
direction of the council.  
In the present study, members who perceived that they have greater influence within the 
council, participate more, and characterize the council as employing effective conflict resolution 
strategies rated their councils, on average, as more effective in achieving community change. 
Councils that were characterized by varying levels of power were rated by members as more 
effective on average, but only in the presence of conflict resolution strategies. Interestingly, as 
the average level of council-level participation rose, average perceptions of council effectiveness 
were lower. Given that a positive relationship was found between participation at the individual-
level and perceived community change resulting from the work of the council, further 
exploration of this phenomena is warranted. Specifically, participation in this study was 
conceptualized and measured as attendance (e.g., how many full and subcommittees members 
attended) and engagement (e.g., how often members engaged in work outside of the council), 
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which may affect how this variable can be interpreted at the council level. One possible 
explanation is that findings of the current study are affected by a methodological bias. Perhaps 
council members who participated in this study were among the most highly engaged, working 
in a collaborative setting comprised of a great number of other members that are not as engaged.  
Fostering Members’ Power  
This study furthers an understanding of factors inherent in collaborative relationships that 
may affect an individual’s ability to influence the collaborative setting. Surprisingly, both 
conflict and conflict resolution are associated with perceived power. Overall, council members 
reported low levels of conflict in their council. The relative absence of perceived conflict could 
indicate that the council is functioning well, but it is important to note that conflict can have 
benefits, even in high functioning settings (i.e., it can lead to more creative solutions). Indeed, 
the relative absence of perceived conflict as reported here by council members could indicate, for 
instance, that the discussion of issues that may be perceived as divisive may be avoided (Allen et 
al., 2009). Perceptions of conflict in the setting could mean that more issues are being brought to 
the table, rather than being suppressed, thus contributing to greater perceived individual power. 
That this relationship emerges only at the individual level may reflect that what is important is 
that the individual feels that conflict is acceptable and that it will be handled effectively. This 
may create a psychological climate of safety that allows the person to voice their opinions and 
their dissent thereby fostering feelings of influence. Further, there is evidence from the 
collaborative literature to suggest that conflict can result in more creativity in generating 
solutions to issues (Smith & Berg, 1987). Thus, the consistent employment of conflict resolution 
strategies could lead to greater inclusion of voices of the less powerful, in effect, helping to 
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balance the power within the setting through valuing diversity in opinions and providing space 
for them.  
Power and the Achievement of Community Outcomes 
Members’ perceived power and the distribution of power in councils was also associated 
with the extent to which members perceived councils’ achievement of community outcomes 
(e.g., increased survivor safety). At the individual-level, members who perceived greater 
influence also rated, on average, councils more favorably regarding their achievement of 
community outcomes. This suggested that those perhaps most assertively shaping the council 
agenda are most satisfied with the councils work. This may also reflect that those not influencing 
the council direction are less satisfied. Again, this may relate to their input not being fully 
engaged. However, examining this relationship at the council-level suggests a more complicated 
relationship between members’ collective power and community change. Specifically, higher 
variation in power among members within a council was positively associated with perceived 
community change. This may suggest truly equal perceived power among members is not 
necessarily desired. This finding echoes the argument put forth by McCann and Gray (1986) 
suggesting that equal power among members of a collaborative effort may hinder efforts to move 
forward. Truly equal power (i.e., no council level variation) may indicate a lack of initiative or 
leadership. Yet, the finding, a suppression effect whereby variation in members’ perceived 
power was only significantly associated with perceived community change in the presence of 
perceived conflict resolution, suggests an important relationship between power and conflict 
resolution. Indeed, these findings indicate that the process of bringing conflict into the open and 
attempting to work out differences (i.e., conflict resolution) may be key to the council’s 
functioning in their efforts to achieve community change. Perhaps it is under the condition of 
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openness to engaging conflict that the reality of disparate power bases is associated with positive 
outcomes.  
Strengths and Limitations 
This study is characterized by a number of strengths, including that results examine 
characteristics at multiple levels (member and council) and are informed by a relatively large 
number of participants from 21 councils. In addition, findings from this study extend the current 
understanding of ways in which power, an important area of interest for community psychology 
and, more specifically, collaborative relationships, operates and is related to the work of 
collaborative efforts. Further, variability in both of the dependent variables of interest in the 
current study indicated that members’ are not uniform in their endorsements of either their 
perceived power in the council or their perception council capacity to facilitate community 
change.  
However, there are some limitations to this study. First, the analyses employed in the 
current study rely solely on variables (at both the individual- and setting-level) reflecting 
perceptions of the council as reported by council members. This brings up concerns about single 
method variance and response bias (i.e., that members may report more socially desirable 
perceptions of their council). However, specific anchors were used to aid participants in 
responding about their settings (i.e., to what extent does the following characterize your 
councils) and data are informed by a diverse group stakeholders representing 21 separate 
councils and a number of stakeholder groups. It is important to note that the work of FVC 
members in this study is often done in the context of subcommittee structures. Because of this, 
members may experience the council most often through the subcommittee(s) to which they 
belong. Given the nature of analyses used in the current study (i.e. the examination of 
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phenomena at individual and council-wide levels), it is challenging to disentangle the potential 
effects that council subcommittee structures may have had on findings from this study. Looking 
at committee-level effects was not possible given that council members were frequently involved 
in more than one subcommittee. Additionally, the current study’s use of perceptual data also 
brings up issues around the extent to which perceived power captures “objective” power, 
conflict, and conflict resolution in the setting. The assessment of settings through the use of 
perceptual data is a common practice (e.g., Florin et al., 1990), however it does raise questions 
about what kind of “reality” is being captured. Perceptual data may tap into members’ lived 
experiences that speak to their personal psychological climate in the setting. While it is 
suggested that future studies examine power and other perceptual measures of setting 
characteristics employed in this study using more objective methods (e.g., archival analyses, 
observation), findings from the current study, that perceptions of power are related to the sense 
that the efforts of the council have been worthwhile with regard to achieving community change 
in the response to intimate partner violence, are important. Also, although the data used in the 
current study are informed by a diverse group of stakeholders across 21 councils characterized 
by different size, age, and geographic locations, additional studies are needed to determine the 
extent to which are findings generalize across collaborative settings. Additionally, given the 
cross-sectional nature of this study, causal inferences from the data cannot be drawn. Future 
work may further reveal the nature of the relationship between aspects of council membership 
and environment and power and the achievement of desired community outcomes as a result of 
the work of collaborative relationships. Finally, two constructs, perceived power and perceived 
conflict, included in this study were each measured by two items. With regard to perceived 
power in particular, this narrowed the ability of the current study to draw inferences about 
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power. Specifically, power in this study refers only to members’ perceived ability to shape 
council agenda and directions.  
Conclusion  
This study examined member and setting characteristics of coordinating councils, in a 
multilevel framework, to better understand the extent to which these are associated with 
members’ perceived power (i.e., influence) in the setting and councils’ ability to achieve 
community change. Findings from the study support the conclusion that member and setting 
characteristics were related to members’ perceived power in the council and that perceived 
power and setting characteristics were related to perceptions of the councils’ achievement of 
community change. Specifically, the relationship between individual and setting characteristics 
and perceived influence was significant only at the individual level, highlighting that member 
perceptions, or the psychological climate, of the setting may be particularly important. 
Additionally, individuals’ perceptions of their influence in the council and characterization of the 
council as engaging in conflict resolution were positively related to their perception that the 
council had achieved community change. At the council level, higher variation in perceived 
power within the council and perceived conflict resolution were positively associated with 
perceptions of the councils’ achievement of community change. Finally, findings from the 
current study indicated that variation in power might be beneficial for councils’ achievement of 
outcome in the presence of adequate conflict resolution strategies.  
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Appendix A: Tables 
Table 1  
Descriptive Statistics 
Member Characteristics Frequency Difference on IP Difference on DC 
Gender  
Female 71% 
Male 29% 
 t = -1.38, p = NS t = -.25, NS 
    
Race/Ethnicity  
Caucasian/White 93.5% 
Non-White 6.5% 
t = 2.17, p = .03 t = -.62, NS 
    
Sector  
Domestic Violence 20.2% 
Criminal Justice 28.8% 
Human Services 12.8% 
Other (e.g., clergy) 38.3% 
F = 3.00, p = .03 F = 1.08, p = NS 
    
Variable Name Mean/Median SD Range 
Participation 2.69/2.83 .76 1 – 4 
Conflict 2.39/2.25 .89 1 – 5.5 
Conflict Resolution 4.31/4.33 .73 1 – 6 
Individual Power 2.90/3.00 1.12 1 – 6 
Community Change 3.96/4.00 1.15 1 – 6 
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Table 2 
Correlations level 1 
Variable Name 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
1. Gender 
 
-1-        
2. Race/Ethnicity 
 
.004 -1-       
3. Sector 
 
.08* .001 -1-      
4. Conflict  
 
.08* .07* -.04 -1-     
5. Conflict Resolution 
 
-.06 -.04 -.003 -.20** -1-    
6. Participation 
 
-.08 -.08* -.04 -.01 .13** -1-   
7. Power 
 
.06 -.09* -.08* .07 .30** .31** -1-  
8. Community 
Change 
 
.01 .03 .01 -.10** .47** .17** .30** -1- 
 Note. * p<.05, ** p<.01.  
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Table 3 
Correlations Level 2  
Variable Name 1 2 3 4 5 6 
1.  Conflict 
 
-1-      
3. Conflict 
Resolution 
-.67** -1-     
3. Participation 
 
.24** -.02 -1-    
4. Power 
 
.07* -.05 .06 -1-   
5. Variation in 
Power 
.38** -.33** .10** .22** -1-  
6. Community 
Change 
-.17** .36** -.36** 0 .17** -1- 
 Note. * p<.05, ** p<.01. 
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Table 4 
Individual Power Regressed onto Individual and Setting Characteristics 
 Model 1 
(unconditional model) 
b(SE) 
Model  2 
 
b(SE) 
Model 3 
 
b(SE) 
Intercept 2.90 (.05)** 2.87(.19)** 2.49(2.10) 
-- -.12(.12) -.22(.11)** Gender:                 female 
male -- 0 0 
-- -.39(.19)** -.23(.17) Race:               Nonwhite 
White -- 0 0 
-- 0 0 
-- .14(.15) .16(.14) 
-- .19(.17) .05(.15) 
Sector:                    “DV” 
“Criminal Justice” 
“Human Services” 
“Other” -- -.35(.13)** -.27(.12)** 
-- -- .46(.07)** Participation                    L1                       
L2 -- -- .17(.20) 
-- -- .14(.05)** Conflict                           L1 
L2 -- -- -.01(.25) 
-- -- .46(.06)** Conflict Resolution         L1 
L2  -- -- .01(.40) 
Variance component 
τ2  .009 .01 .01 
σ2 1.24** 1.22** .97** 
Fit statistics 
-2 LL 1787.7 1715.4 1537.5 
AIC 1793.7 1731.4 1565.5 
Note. -2LL = -2 Log Likelihood and is a measure of goodness of model fit; lower numbers 
correspond to better fit. AIC = Akaike Information Criteria and is a measure of goodness of 
model fit where preferred models best account for variance with a minimum of parameters; 
lower numbers correspond to better fit. * p<.10, **p<.05. Level I N = 654; Level II N = 21. 
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Table 5: 
Community Change Regressed onto Power and Setting Variables 
 Model 1  
(unconditional Model) 
b(SE) 
Model 2 
 
b(SE) 
Model 3 
 
b(SE) 
Intercept 3.91 (.09)** 3.37(1.03)** -.57(2.94) 
 .32(.04)** .15(.04)** Power                   L1 
L2  .20(.35) -.07(.30) 
-- -- .16(.06)** Participation        L1 
L2 -- -- -.50(.28)* 
-- -- -.03(.05) Conflict                L1 
L2 -- -- .06(.35) 
-- -- .61(.06)** Conf. Resolution  L1  
L2 -- -- 1.13(.56)** 
-- -- -- Council Variation in 
Power (L2 only) -- -- .93(.47)** 
Variance Component 
τ2  .009 .11** .06** 
σ2 1.24** 1.04* .84** 
Fit Statistics 
-2 LL 1872.2 1705.3 1529.4 
AIC 1878.2 1715.3 1553.4 
Note. -2LL = -2 Log Likelihood and is a measure of goodness of model fit; lower 
numbers correspond to better fit. AIC = Akaike Information Criteria and is a 
measure of goodness of model fit where preferred models best account for 
variance with a minimum of parameters; lower numbers correspond to better fit. 
* p<..10, ** p<.05. Level I N = 654; Level II N = 21. 
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Appendix B: Figures 
Figure 1: 
Modeling Power 
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Figure 2: 
Modeling Community Change 
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